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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

1. Claims 1-2, 4, 6-8, 11, 13-14, 16, 18-20, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Voit in view of Burns. 

Regarding claim 1, a service provider is disclosed in Voit, column 2, line 14. A 
first user communication device configured to communicate with the service provider 
over a first link is disclosed in column 5, lines 4 (the ITG). A second user 
communication device configured to communicate with the service provider over a 
second link, determine a need for additional bandwidth and transmit a request for the 
additional bandwidth, receive an instruction message responsive to the request that 
grants the second user communication device access to available bandwidth on the first 
link, and communicate with the service provider over a third link and the first link at the 
available bandwidth wherein the third link connects the second user communication 
device and the first user communication device is disclosed in column 6, line 56-column 
7, line 3 (the end client communication device sends a request to the ISP to start a call, 
i.e., to receive bandwidth; receives authorization from the ISP, which gives the client 
device the requested bandwidth; and then connects to the appropriate ITG). The 
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second link not including the first user communication device and the first link not 
including the second user communication device is missing from Voit. However, Burns 
discloses in figure 6 and column 11, line 61 -column 12, line 13, a network with the 
claimed structure (the first device in the content server 52, the first link is the link 
between the content server and the ISP 56, the second device is the subscriber PC 58, 
the second link is the link via the secondary network 202 from the content server 52 to 
the PC 58, and the third link is the link between the subscriber PC and the ISP). It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
structure of Bums in the system of Voit. The motivation would be to afford 
supplemental bandwidth for the delivery of content (Burns, column 12, lines 6-7). 

Regarding claim 13, in a first user communication device, communicating with a 
service provider over a first link is disclosed in Voit, column 2, line 14 (disclosing an 
ISP) and column 5, line 4 (the ITG is connected to the ISP). In a second user 
communication device communicating with the service provider over a second link, 
determining a need for additional bandwidth and transmitting a request for the additional 
bandwidth, receiving an instruction message responsive to the request that grants the 
second communication device access to available bandwidth of the first link, and 
communicating with the service provider over a third link and the first link at the 
available bandwidth wherein the third link connects the second user communication 
device and the first user communication device is disclosed in column 6, line 56-column 
7, line 3 (the end client communication device sends a request to the ISP to start a call, 
i.e., to receive bandwidth; receives authorization from the ISP, which gives the client 
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device the requested bandwidth; and then connects to the appropriate ITG). The 
second link not including the first user communication device and the first link not 
including the second user communication device is missing from Voit. However, Burns 
discloses in figure 6 and column 1 1 , line 61 -column 1 2, line 1 3, a network with the 
claimed structure (the first device in the content server 52, the first link is the link 
between the content server and the ISP 56, the second device is the subscriber PC 58, 
the second link is the link via the secondary network 202 from the content server 52 to 
the PC 58, and the third link is the link between the subscriber PC and the ISP). It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use the 
structure of Burns in the system of Voit. The motivation would be to afford 
supplemental bandwidth for the delivery of content (Burns, column 12, lines 6-7). 

Regarding claim 25, a software product for use in a communication system that 
provides bandwidth sharing is disclosed in Voit, column 8, lines 46-49 (the system is 
implemented in software). An ISP is disclosed in column 2, line 14. A first 
communication device is disclosed in column 5, line 4 (the ITG is connected to the ISP). 
Bandwidth sharing software configured when executed by a processing system in the 
second user communication system to determine a need for additional bandwidth and 
transmit a request for the additional bandwidth, receive an instruction message 
responsive to the request that grants the second user communication device access to 
available bandwidth on the first link, and communicate with the service provider over a 
third link and the first link at the available bandwidth wherein the third link connects the 
second user communication device and the first user communication device, and 
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storage media configured to store the bandwidth sharing software is disclosed in 
column 6, line 56-column 7, line 3 (the end client communication device sends a 
request to the ISP to start a call, i.e., to receive bandwidth; receives authorization from 
the ISP, which gives the client device the requested bandwidth; and then connects to 
the appropriate ITG). The second link not including the first user communication device 
and the first link not including the second user communication device is missing from 
Voit. However, Burns discloses in figure 6 and column 1 1 , line 61 -column 1 2, line 1 3, a 
network with the claimed structure (the first device in the content server 52, the first link 
is the link between the content server and the ISP 56, the second device is the 
subscriber PC 58, the second link is the link via the secondary network 202 from the 
content server 52 to the PC 58, and the third link is the link between the subscriber PC 
and the ISP). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the structure of Burns in the system of Voit. The motivation would be to 
afford supplemental bandwidth for the delivery of content (Burns, column 12, lines 6-7). 

Regarding claims 2, 14, and 26, the second user communication device is further 
configured to establish the third link with the first user communication device responsive 
to the reply message is disclosed in column 6, lines 63-65 (when the bandwidth for the 
call is granted, the client device connects to the ITG). 

Regarding claims 4, 16, and 28, the third link comprises a wire line link is 
disclosed in figure 1 of Voit. 

Regarding claims 6 and 18 the first user communication device is further 
configured to: determine the available bandwidth of the first link and indicate the 
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available bandwidth to the second user communication device is disclosed in column 5, 
lines 35-43 (the ITG lets the ISP know what bandwidth resources it has available, and 
notifies the client device via the ISP). 

Regarding claims 7 and 19, the first user communication device is further 
configured to: determine the available bandwidth of the first link and indicate the 
available bandwidth to the service provider in Voit, column 5, lines 35-38. 

Regarding claims 8 and 20, the first user communication device is further 
configured to generate a link sharing contract for the available bandwidth of the first link 
that specifies a type of link access to the first link is disclosed in column 5, lines 63-65 
(the ITG negotiates a billing algorithm with the client at the time of connection). 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 23, the service provider is configured to bill the second 
user communication device based on the link sharing contract is disclosed in column 6, 
lines 18-21. 

2. Claims 5, 17, 29-31, 33, 35-37, 40, 42-43, 45, 47-49, 52, and 54-55 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Voit (61 57648) in view of Burns in 
further view of Pasternak. 

Regarding claims 5, 17, and 29, the third link comprises a wireless link is missing 
from Voit. However, Pasternak discloses in figure 1 a wireless network. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to have the third link be 
wireless. The motivation would be to use a common, convenient type of connection. 

Regarding claim 30, a first user communication device configured to 
communicate with a service provider over a first link is disclosed in column 5, line 4 (the 
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ITG is connected to the ISP). A second user communication device configured to 
communicate with a service provider over a second link is disclosed in column 6, lines 
56-57 (disclosing the client device communicating with the ISP). The second user 
communication device further configured to receive the instruction message and 
communicate with the service provider over a third link and the first link at the available 
bandwidth responsive to the instruction message wherein the third link connects the 
second user communication device and the first user communication device is disclosed 
in Voit, column 6, lines 61 -column 7- line 3 (the client device receives permission to 
start the call, and connects to the ITG). A service provider configured to determine a 
need to provide additional bandwidth to the second user communication device, 
determine available bandwidth on the first link, generate and transmit an instruction 
message responsive to the determination of the available bandwidth on the first link that 
grants the second user communication device access to the available bandwidth on the 
first link is missing from Voit. However, Pasternak discloses in column 2, lines 56-57, a 
request-less scheduler that allocates bandwidth to client devices based on both the 
available and needed bandwidth of the system. It would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use request-less scheduling in the system 
of Voit. The motivation would be to be able to be able to allocate more bandwidth to a 
call on the fly without using up bandwidth for request messages. The second link not 
including the first user communication device and the first link not including the second 
user communication device is missing from Voit. However, Burns discloses in figure 6 
and column 1 1 , line 61 -column 1 2, line 1 3, a network with the claimed structure (the first 
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device in the content server 52, the first link is the link between the content server and 
the ISP 56, the second device is the subscriber PC 58, the second link is the link via the 
secondary network 202 from the content server 52 to the PC 58, and the third link is the 
link between the subscriber PC and the ISP). It would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art at the time of the invention to use the structure of Burns in the system of Voit. 
The motivation would be to afford supplemental bandwidth for the delivery of content 
(Burns, column 12, lines 6-7). 

Regarding claim 42, in a first user communication device, communicating with a 
service provider over a first link is disclosed in Voit, column 5, line 4 (the ITG is 
connected to the ISP). In a second user communication device, communicating with 
the service provider over a second link is disclosed in column 6, lines 56-57 (disclosing 
the client device communicating with the ISP). In the second user communication 
device, receiving the instruction message and communicating with the service provider 
over a third link and the first link at the available bandwidth responsive to the instruction 
message wherein the third link connects the second user communication device and the 
first user communication device is disclosed in Voit, column 6, lines 61 -column 7- line 3 
(the client device receives permission to start the call, and connects to the ITG). In the 
service provider, determining a need to provide additional bandwidth to the second user 
communication device, determine available bandwidth on the first link, generating and 
transmitting an instruction message responsive to the determination of the available 
bandwidth on the first link that grants the second user communication device access to 
the available bandwidth on the first link is missing from Voit. However, Pasternak 
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discloses in column 2, lines 56-57, a request-less scheduler that allocates bandwidth to 
client devices based on both the available and needed bandwidth of the system. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use 
request-less scheduling in the system of Voit. The motivation would be to be able to be 
able to allocate more bandwidth to a call on the fly without using up bandwidth for 
request messages. The second link not including the first user communication device 
and the first link not including the second user communication device is missing from 
Voit. However, Burns discloses in figure 6 and column 1 1 , line 61 -column 12, line 1 3, a 
network with the claimed structure (the first device in the content server 52, the first link 
is the link between the content server and the ISP 56, the second device is the 
subscriber PC 58, the second link is the link via the secondary network 202 from the 
content server 52 to the PC 58, and the third link is the link between the subscriber PC 
and the ISP). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the structure of Burns in the system of Voit. The motivation would be to 
afford supplemental bandwidth for the delivery of content (Burns, column 12, lines 6-7). 

Regarding claim 54, a software product for use in a communication system that 
provides bandwidth sharing is disclosed in Voit, column 8, lines 46-49 (the system is 
implemented in software). An ISP is disclosed in column 2, line 14. A first 
communication device is disclosed in column 5, line 4 (the ITG is connected to the ISP). 
Bandwidth sharing software configured when executed by a processing system in the 
service provider to determine a need to provide additional bandwidth to the second user 
communication device, determine available bandwidth on the first link, generate and 
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transmit an instruction message responsive to the determination of the available 
bandwidth on the first link that grants the second user communication device access to 
the available bandwidth on the first link, and storage media configured to store 
bandwidth sharing software is missing from Voit. However, Pasternak discloses in 
column 2, lines 56-57, a request-less scheduler that allocates bandwidth to client 
devices based on both the available and needed bandwidth of the system. It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use request- 
less scheduling in the system of Voit. The motivation would be to be able to be able to 
allocate more bandwidth to a call on the fly without using up bandwidth for request 
messages. The second link not including the first user communication device and the 
first link not including the second user communication device is missing from Voit. 
However, Burns discloses in figure 6 and column 11, line 61-column 12, line 13, a 
network with the claimed structure (the first device in the content server 52, the first link 
is the link between the content server and the ISP 56, the second device is the 
subscriber PC 58, the second link is the link via the secondary network 202 from the 
content server 52 to the PC 58, and the third link is the link between the subscriber PC 
and the ISP). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the structure of Burns in the system of Voit. The motivation would be to 
afford supplemental bandwidth for the delivery of content (Burns, column 12, lines 6-7). 

Regarding claims 31 , 43, and 55, the second user communication device is 
further configured to establish the third link with the first user communication device 
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responsive to the reply message is disclosed in column 6, lines 63-65 (when the 
bandwidth for the call is granted, the client device connects to the ITG). 

Regarding claims 33 and 45, the third link comprises a wire line link is disclosed 
in figure 1 of Voit. 

Regarding claims 34 and 46, the third link comprises a wireless link is missing 
from Voit. However, Pasternak discloses in figure 1 a wireless network. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to have the third link be 
wireless. The motivation would be to use a common, convenient type of connection. 

Regarding claims 35 and 47, the first user communication device is further 
configured to: determine the available bandwidth of the first link and indicate the 
available bandwidth to the second user communication device is disclosed in column 5, 
lines 35-43 (the ITG lets the ISP know what bandwidth resources it has available, and 
notifies the client device via the ISP). 

Regarding claims 36 and 48, the first user communication device is further 
configured to: determine the available bandwidth of the first link and indicate the 
available bandwidth to the service provider in Voit, column 5, lines 35-38. 

Regarding claims 37 and 49, the first user communication device is further 
configured to generate a link sharing contract for the available bandwidth of the first link 
that specifies a type of link access to the first link is disclosed in column 5, lines 63-65 
(the ITG negotiates a billing algorithm with the client at the time of connection). 
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Regarding claims 40 and 52, the service provider is configured to bill the second 
user communication device based on the link sharing contract is disclosed in column 6, 
lines 18-21. 

3. Claims 3, 15, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Voit (6157648) in view of Burns in further view of Becker. 

Regarding claims 3, 15, and 27, the first link and the second link comprise Digital 
Subscriber Line (DSL) service links is missing from Voit. However, user of digital 
subscriber lines in a network is disclosed in Becker, column 16, lines 5-6. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use DSL lines in the 
system of Voit. The motivation would be to use a common type of connection. 

4. Claims 9 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Voit (6157648) in view of Burns in further view of Yoshihura. 

Regarding claims 9 and 21 , the link access comprises an interruptible access to 
the first link is missing from Voit. However, Yoshihura discloses in column 5, lines 56- 
57, an interruptible connection. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at 
the time of the invention to offer an interruptible connection in the system of Voit. The 
motivation would be to have a lower QoS to offer to client devices if bandwidth 
requirements necessitated it. 

5. Claims 10 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Voit (6157648) in view of Burns in further view of Bodnar. 

Regarding claims 10 and 22, the link access comprises a non-interruptible 
access to the first link is missing from Voit. However, Bodnar discloses in column 5, 
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lines 61-62, a non-interruptible connection. It would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time of the invention to offer a non-interruptible connection in the system of 
Voit. The motivation would be to have a higher QoS to offer to client devices. 

6. Claims 12 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Voit (61 57648) in view of Burns in further view of Voit (628901 0). 

Regarding claims 12 and 24, the service provider is configured to bill the first 
user communication device based on the link sharing contract is missing from Voit 
(6157648). However, Voit (6289010) discloses in column 2, lines 2-4, a gateway that 
has bandwidth resources that it sells to customers. It logically follows that the gateway 
must get its bandwidth from an ISP, which would bill the gateway for the bandwidth. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to bill the 
gateway for bandwidth based on the link sharing contract. The motivation would be to 
allow the gateway to use resources belonging to other companies. 

7. Claims 32 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Voit (6157648) in view of Burns in further view of Pasternak and Becker. 

Regarding claims 32 and 44, the first link and the second link comprise Digital 
Subscriber Line (DSL) service links is missing from Voit. However, user of digital 
subscriber lines in a network is disclosed in Becker, column 16, lines 5-6. It would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to use DSL lines in the 
system of Voit. The motivation would be to use a common type of connection. 

8. Claims 32 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Voit (6157648) in view of Burns in further view of Pasternak and Yoshihura. 



Application/Control Number: 09/943,281 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2665 

Regarding claims 38 and 50, the link access comprises an interruptible access to 
the first link is missing from Voit. However, Yoshihura discloses in column 5, lines 56- 
57, an interruptible connection. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at 
the time of the invention to offer an interruptible connection in the system of Voit. The 
motivation would be to have a lower QoS to offer to client devices if bandwidth 
requirements necessitated it. 

9. Claims 32 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Voit (6157648) in view of Burns in further view of Pasternak and Bodnar. 

Regarding claims 39 and 51, the link access comprises a non-interruptible 
access to the first link is missing from Voit. However, Bodnar discloses in column 5, 
lines 61-62, a non-interruptible connection. It would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time of the invention to offer a non-interruptible connection in the system of 
Voit. The motivation would be to have a higher QoS to offer to client devices. 

10. Claims 32 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Voit (6157648) in view of Burns in further view of Pasternak and Voit (6289010). 

Regarding claims 41 and 53, the service provider is configured to bill the first 
user communication device based on the link sharing contract is missing from Voit 
(6157648). However, Voit (6289010) discloses in column 2, lines 2-4, a gateway that 
has bandwidth resources that it sells to customers. It logically follows that the gateway 
must get its bandwidth from an ISP, which would bill the gateway for the bandwidth. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to bill the 
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gateway for bandwidth based on the link sharing contract. The motivation would be to 
allow the gateway to use resources belonging to other companies. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cynthia L Davis whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
31 17. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 to 6, Monday to Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (571 ) 272-31 55. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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